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Traditional Redistricting Principles
Creating Maps that Make Sense for Communities


There are a number of criteria that have been used  
nationally and upheld by courts.


• Relatively equal size ‐ people, not citizens
• Contiguous – districts should not hop/jumpg p j p
• Maintain communities of interest
• Follow city/county/local government lines
• Keep districts compact – appearance/functionKeep districts compact appearance/function
• Stability – reduce deferrals
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Looking at Existing Districts
2001 Commission created districts that kept groups whole


LATINO DISTRICT
This is the only true Section 2 district within the city.


1) Council District 8 is a natural district to re‐create even under1) Council District 8 is a natural district to re‐create even under 
the nine‐member configuration.


2) Due to population changes the impact on the district is 
negligible


3) Important to maintain or exceed the Latino population as a 
function of Citizen Voting Age Population (CVAP)
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Looking at Existing Districts
2001 Commission created districts that kept groups whole


African American
The 4th District has been a historically African American 
district with several neighborhoods maintaining a rich 
hi thistory. 


1) These voters are a community of interest, and using 
traditional redistricting practices this community should 
maintain or increase their African American CVAP.


2) It is hard to draw a district that does not empower African 
Americans in this community.
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Looking at Existing Districts
2001 Commission created districts that kept groups whole


LGBT district
This district is a model for the nation.


1) The LGBT community of interest exists and has been1) The LGBT community of interest exists and has been 
respected by the Commission.


2) Recent rulings on Proposition 8 have given additional equal 
protection arguments for the LGBT community within 
redistricting.


3) Equality California is releasing data showing LGBT and 
supporters communities of interest – and that map speaks to 
these lines.these lines.
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Additional Community
Asian Community Seeks Greater Influence


The Asian Community seeks to create a greater voting 
power for their ethnic population.  But certain 
questions need to be answered.


1) Is the group geographically centered and dense enough to 
create a district using current commission rules?


2) Would the predominant factor be race, or could others 
come into play to substantiate the plan under any critical 
review?


3) Does the Asian Community map provide for a better 
potential electoral outcome that justifies it like the African 
American, Latino and LGBT districts do?
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Additional Community
Asian Community Seeks Greater Influence


The final determination is the job of this commission, 
but these points of analysis should be considered.


1) The Old District lines had one district with Asian plurality 
at 25%


2) The APAC Plan provides for one district with 31% Asian 
CVAP.


3) The Empower San Diego map provides for an Asian 
Plurality seat with 


4) The maps I will present to you provide for two districts 
that have 25%+ Asian and XX% Asian voter participation in 
each.
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San Diego Neighborhoods
People in San Diego identify by their neighborhoods


In Washington DC, people ask “who do you work for?”


In Los Angeles they ask “who’s your agent?”


I S Di h k “ h i hb h d f ?”In San Diego they ask “what neighborhood are you from?”
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San Diego Neighborhoods
People in San Diego identify by their neighborhoods


Pacific Beach
Scripps Ranch
Rancho Penasquitos
Rancho Bernardo 
Ocean Beach
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San Diego Neighborhoods
People in San Diego identify by their neighborhoods


Pacific Beach = PB
Scripps Ranch = Scripps
Rancho Penasquitos PQ
Rancho Bernardo RB
Ocean Beach = OB
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Traditional Redistricting Principles
Creating Maps that Make Sense for Communities


There are a number of criteria that have been used  
nationally and upheld by courts.


• Relatively equal size ‐ people, not citizens
• Contiguous – districts should not hop/jumpg p j p
• Maintain communities of interest
• Follow city/county/local government lines
• Keep districts compact – appearance/functionKeep districts compact appearance/function
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Applying These Redistricting Principles
Creating Maps that Make Sense for Communities


Our goal at the city or school district / community college level is to create 
maps that respect communities and create the greatest alignment with the law 
and local rules for redistricting.  The priorities are, in order:


1) Population Equality – don’t start with the idea of having 10% 
differential


2) Follow the current Voting Rights Act and recent rulings.


3) Follow the intent of the VRA, empowering minority communities even 
where the VRA is unenforceable or silent


16







Applying These Redistricting Principles
Creating Maps that Make Sense for Communities


Our goal at the city or school district / community college level is to create 
maps that respect communities and create the greatest alignment with the law 
and local rules for redistricting.  The priorities are, in order :


4) Keep neighborhoods whole ‐‐ There are 124 Neighborhoods.  A book 
with maps of each neighborhood, including ethnic population 
breakdown and changes over the past decades is being provided tobreakdown and changes over the past decades, is being provided to 
the Commission and Executive Director.


5) Pair neighborhoods with similar partners – The pairing of 
i hb h d b i i d l b fneighborhoods can be an impassioned plea, but comes after VRA, 


other ethnic, community of interest and whole neighborhood 
concerns.
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Neighborhood Plan 1.0


This plan is built by 
combining 
neighborhoods andneighborhoods and 
attempting to get near 
population equality.


d l dBeyond Equality, districts 
are built around 
Empowerment goal for 
ethnic groups and LGBT.g p
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Neighborhood Plan 1.0


District 1


Begins along the coastBegins along the coast 
with La Jolla then comes 
up and moves inland to 
keep entirely whole 


f l kcommunities of Black 
Mountain Ranch and 
Rancho Penasquitos
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Neighborhood Plan 1.0


District 2


This is a Southern CoastThis is a Southern Coast 
progressive seat.
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Neighborhood Plan 1.0


District 3


This is the traditionalThis is the traditional 
LGBT Community of 
Interest seat.
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Neighborhood Plan 1.0


District 3


The seat contains severalThe seat contains several 
census block groups that 
are in the 99th percentile 
of LGBT Community of 


b d hInterest based on the 
database that 
Redistricting Partners 
created for Equality q y
California..
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Neighborhood Plan 1.0


District 4


This is the traditionalThis is the traditional 
African American council 
district.  In this plan it is 
27% African American 
CVAP.
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Neighborhood Plan 1.0


District 5


This district has an oddThis district has an odd 
shape due to the 
inherent shape of the 
city boundaries.


Instead of the traditional 
measures of 
compactness, p ,
commissioners should 
judge this district based 
on drive time and 
di t f th idistance from the spine 
of the 15. 
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Neighborhood Plan 1.0


District 6


Maintains communitiesMaintains communities 
within the area between 
the 5 and 805.
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Neighborhood Plan 1.0


District 7


This district is borderedThis district is bordered 
by the freeways on two 
sides, city boundary to 
the East, and maintains 
h hb h dthe neighborhoods to 
the north.
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Neighborhood Plan 1.0


District 8


This district is theThis district is the 
traditional Latino seat.  
In this configuration it 
increases from 2001 
llines to 59% CVAP 
Latino.
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Neighborhood Plan 1.0


District 9


Calling this the “new”Calling this the  new  
district is a misnomer.


This is a progressive seat 
h l d fthat includes a mix of 
Latinos and some of the 
growing LGBT 
population just south of p p j
the 8.
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Improving Neighborhood Plan
Creating Version 2.0 by making smart splits of few neighborhoods


Population Equality is the goal, so the next step is to use this plan and 
make small alterations where communities can be divided using 
physical, geographic, transportation or other communities of interest.physical, geographic, transportation or other communities of interest.


In total, the following slides show just five community divisions that take this 
plan from 16% deviation to 1%. 


The end result is a plan that keeps 119 of San Diego’s 124 communities 
completely whole, and maintains a population equality that will absolutely 
meet legal guidelines.g g
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Small split of 
approximately 1,300 
residents in Grant 
Hill neighborhood.
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Small split of 
approximately 1,300 
residents in Grant 
Hill neighborhood.
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Division of La Jolla 
between districts 1 
and 2.   This division 
is done along a ridge 
line.


Ridge Line 


A resident could 
know what district 
they are in based on 
what side of the hillwhat side of the hill 
they live.
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Division of Miramar 
Ranch North –
preserving 
communities as best 
as possible.
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Division of Miramar 
Ranch North –
preserving 
communities as best 
as possible.
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Adding a portion of 
Mission Valley East 
around the San 
Diego River to 
District 3
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Adding a portion of 
Mission Valley East 
around the San 
Diego River to 
District 3
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Division of Oak Park, 
preserving greatest 
African American 
Density for District 4
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Division of Oak Park, 
preserving greatest 
African American 
Density for District 4
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


After these splits our 
deviations are minuscule:


1 0.2% Under
2 0.0% Over
3 0.0% Over
4 0.9% Over
5 0.2% Under
6 0.6% Over
7 1.2% Over%
8 0.1% Under
9 1.1% Over
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 1


Maintains much of theMaintains much of the 
current shape.


Begins at the south 
h h h h lfwith the northern half 


of La Jolla and moves 
up to include the 
complete neighborhood p g
of Rancho Penasquitos.


Only one neighborhood 
lit D i ti f 0%split.  Deviation of 0% 
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 2


Southern CoastalSouthern Coastal 
progressive district.  
Moves more to the 
shore in order to allow a 
stronger LGBT 
community map which 
includes both sides of 
Balboa Park.


Only split is La Jolla 
along ridge line.  
D i ti f lDeviation of only seven 
people, for 0%.
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 3


Historic LGBT districtHistoric LGBT district.


Has two split 
neighborhoods, one to 
h h l hthe north along the San 
Diego river, and one to 
the south with a split of 
grant hill.  Deviation is g
54 people, for 0%
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 3


This district maintains itsThis district maintains its 
extremely strong LGBT 
community of interest.


d bl kRed census block groups 
are in the 99th percentile 
statewide for 
membership in LGBT p
organizations, No vote 
on Props 8 and 22, and 
same sex households.
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 4


Historic AfricanHistoric African 
American district.


Only has one division 
h f h lwith some of the less 


dense African American 
populations removed in 
order to get closer g
population equality.


Deviation is 1%. 
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 4


African AmericanAfrican American 
population is dense, and 
this was clearly a goal.


h l lHowever this plan is also 
very compact, and keeps 
neighborhoods together.  
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 5


Maintains much of theMaintains much of the 
current shape –
increasing stability and 
reducing deferrals & 


laccelerations.


Has one small 
community split and y p
deviation of 0%
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 5


This community hasThis community has 
strong API numbers –
five points below Asian 
population based on 


l l hUPAC plan, only three 
points below Asian 
turnout in 2010.
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 6


This district follows 
transportation corridors 
between the 5 and 580.


Asians are the strongest 
ethnic group with 21%.


No community splits and 
deviation of 1%.
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 7


Two small communityTwo small community 
splits and deviation of 
1%
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 8


Maintains historic LatinoMaintains historic Latino 
seat by increasing its 
CVAP figure to 59%.


lDeviation is 96 people or 
0%.
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Neighborhood Plan 2.0


District 9


This “New” districtThis  New  district 
includes progressives 
below the 8.


f hSignificant Latino to the 
south and LGBT 
population to the north.
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Comparing Plans
How does the Neighborhood Plan stack up?


Our goal was to create a neighborhood‐based plan that keeps San Diegans with their 
natural communities of interest – but focusing on that as a way to 


1) Population Equality don’t start with the idea of having 10% differential1) Population Equality – don t start with the idea of having 10% differential


2) Follow the current Voting Rights Act and recent rulings.


3) Follow the intent of the VRA empowering minority communities even where the VRA3) Follow the intent of the VRA, empowering minority communities even where the VRA 
is unenforceable or silent.  (ie: maintaining cohesive and dense minority groups that 
are not at 50% of a district)


4) Keep neighborhoods whole4) Keep neighborhoods whole


5) Pair neighborhoods with similar partners.
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Comparing Plans
Empower SD Plan


The Empower SD Plan was designed to achieve a more 
progressive outcome, but does so at the expense of 
some of the communities it serves.


The plan:


1) Splits more than 20 neighborhoods


2) Provides slightly higher Asian CVAP in CD 4 and CD 6.


3) Appears to have lower Latino CVAP in CD 8 – the 
only Majority Minority seat in San Diegoonly Majority Minority seat in San Diego.


4) Appears to retrogresses African Americans in CD 4
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Comparing Plans
APAC United for Fair Redistricting


The APAC plan undeniably increases Asian concentration 
in the northern central portion of San Diego.  However it 
does this at a price.


The plan:


1) Splits at least 18 neighborhoods.


2) Provides 5‐points higher API CVAP than 
Neighborhood or Empower plan.


3) However voter turnout for Asians in this plan is only3) However, voter turnout for Asians in this plan is only 
14% in CD 9, and 11‐12% in comparable district from 
Neighborhood or Empower plan.
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Comparing Plans
Republican Party Plan


The Republican Party redistricting plan attempts to 
create conservative districts in the north and disrupts 
the natural balance of districts below the 8.


The plan:


1) Splits more than 20 neighborhoods


2) Divides the LGBT community of interest


3) Does not maximize minority Latino vote in 8 or 
African American vote in 4African American vote in 4.
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Conclusion
Neighborhood Plan follows criteria, strengthens San Diego


This year’s redistricting process will continue to be extremely challenging.  What we 
have provided should give the commission some tools for the job ahead.


Th S Di N i hb h d lThe San Diego Neighborhood plan:


1) Begins with VRA goals and clear direction to keep neighborhoods together.


2) Splits neighborhoods only when necessary for population equality and does so2) Splits neighborhoods only when necessary for population equality ‐ and does so 
fairly based on geographic and other traditional redistricting principals.


3) Increases electoral opportunities for Latinos and African Americans, retains LGBT 
and Asian community of interest decisions from 2001 planand Asian community of interest decisions from 2001 plan.


4) Maintains maximum stability for voters even with the change from 8 to 9 districts.
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Comparing Plans
North City Inland


The map promoted by residents in Rancho Penasquitos
has as its primary goal the unification of that 
neighborhood and Poway Unified.


The plan:


1) Creates the lowest deviation of any plan yet.


2) Severely fails compactness in at least one district.


3) Splits more than a dozen cities.


4) Drastically divides the LGBT community of interest.
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What are the “Neighborhoods” Used in 
the San Diego Neighborhood Plan?
 Received the data from the San Diego County 


GIS De artment


the San Diego Neighborhood Plan?


GIS Department
 Same as the City of San Diego official website


www.sandiego.gov/neighborhoodmaps
 Same as Empower San Diego’s ‘Community in p g y


Unity’ Map
 Need to be consistent and use official sources







City of San Diego Official Website
www.sandiego.gov/neighborhoodmapswww.sandiego.gov/neighborhoodmaps







City of San Diego Official Website
www.sandiego.gov/neighborhoodmapswww.sandiego.gov/neighborhoodmaps
 Mid-City Neighborhood  Eastern Neighborhood







Same Data Source Same Data Source 
 Community in Unity 


Map for Mid City
 Neighborhood Map for 


Mid CityMap for Mid City Mid City







Confusion about NeighborhoodsConfusion about Neighborhoods
 Community Planning 


Groups
 Neighborhoods


Groups







Confusion about NeighborhoodsConfusion about Neighborhoods
 Councilmember Marti 


Emerald’s website uses the 
 “N i hb h d ”term “Neighborhoods”


 Where is “Navajo”? j


 Navajo is the Community 
Planning Group for the Planning Group for the 
neighborhoods of Grantville, 
Allied Gardens, Del Cerro, 
San Carlos & Lake Murray.y


 Common usage is to refer to 
this area as ‘Navajo’ probably this area as Navajo  probably 
due Navajo Road







Confusion about NeighborhoodsConfusion about Neighborhoods
 Where is Point Loma?


 No one refers to living in 
the neighborhood of Loma 
Portal or La Playa. They refery y
to living in Point Loma


 Some people will self- Some people will self
identify with  the 
neighborhood of Sunset 
Cliffs not Point Loma 







Confusion about NeighborhoodsConfusion about Neighborhoods
 Unlike Councilmember 


Emerald Councilmember 
D M i   h   DeMaio uses the term 
“Communities” not 
“Neighborhoods”


 Missing Sorrento Valley & 
Miramar Ranch North 
neighborhoods







Confusion about NeighborhoodsConfusion about Neighborhoods







Confusion about NeighborhoodsConfusion about Neighborhoods
 Councilmember Young


uses the term 
“C i i ” b  h“Communities” but shows
“Neighborhoods”


 Map shows two different
neighborhoods of 
Ridgeview & Webster


 Residents self-identify as
two different communities







Confusion about NeighborhoodsConfusion about Neighborhoods
 Community of Unity Map 


uses Ridgeview/Webster
 Neighborhood Map uses 


Ridgeview/Websteruses Ridgeview/Webster Ridgeview/Webster


City of San Diego Official Neighborhood also combines the 
two neighborhoods together  as Ridgeview/Websterg g g







Confusion about NeighborhoodsConfusion about Neighborhoods
 ClairemontTown Council 


is the neighborhood 
il f  B  H  council for Bay Ho, 


Bay Park, North, West 
& East Clairemont


S  b d   h    Same boundaries as the  
Clairemont Planning Group 


 Fashion Valley is listed as a 
community but the official 
neighborhood name is 
Mission Valley West


 Due to common usage 
some people refer to it as 
Fashion Valley due to the mall







ConclusionConclusion
 Differences between ‘Neighborhoods’ and ‘Communities’ 


but sometimes it’s the samebut sometimes it s the same
 Especially in the northern part of the city 


 Changing self identify and changing boundariesg g y g g
 Common usage vs. official boundaries
 SDCTA need to be consistent and use official government 


sources 
 Passion about this shows the importance of 


i hb h d   i i  f i   neighborhoods as communities of interests  
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Seeking Input
Have met with individuals from neighborhoods 


thr h t San Die


Seeking Input


throughout San Diego


SDCTA has developed options for 
consideration that reflects feedback received


Options amend Districts 1,2, 5,6 within San p , , ,
Diego Neighborhood Plan
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Keeping La Jolla Whole Keeping La Jolla Whole 
 Spoken with Community Leaders 


 Important to Keep 
La Jolla Whole 


 Currently District 2 has 
a piece of La Jolla a piece of La Jolla 
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Option 1 – District 1(La Jolla Whole)Option 1 District 1(La Jolla Whole)
 Current population = 144,312 or 


-312 from target


 Add Bird Rock area in Southern 
La Jolla to D1 (+4,000)   


 New D1 population = 148,312 
or +4,000 from target


 New D2 population 140,617


 Tradeoff:  Larger Deviation and 
t i  t l t i  not using natural mountain 


boundaries
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Option 2– District 5 Option 2 District 5 
 Community Input; important to keep 


Mira Mesa Whole 


C  l   144 367  257  Current population = 144,367 or -257 
from target  


 Cut on the 805 ,add the entirety of 
Sorrento Valley from D6 to D5Sorrento Valley from D6 to D5


 New D5 population = 149,334 or 
+4 710 f  t t+4,710 from target


 New D6 population =140,545


 Puts Sorrento Valley together with 
Mi  MMira Mesa


 Tradeoff: Larger Population Deviation 
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ConclusionConclusion
Option 1 will increase the Neighborhood Map’s 


population deviation from 1.1% to 5.32%population deviation from 1.1% to 5.32%
 La Jolla Community is kept whole 
 District cut follows no natural boundary 


Option 2 will increase the Neighborhood Map’s 
population deviation from 1.1% to 6.07%


S  V ll  dd d i h Mi  M   Sorrento Valley added with Mira Mesa 
 Cut along Natural 805 boundary 
 Increases population deviation significantly  Increases population deviation significantly 


 Keep in mind the complexities  of Redistricting,  
important to keep communities together, but must also 
consider population deviation 
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2010 REDISTRICTING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SAN DIEGO 
MAP SUBMITTAL 


 
Maps submitted to the Redistricting Commission are considered part of the public record.  In 
addition to being distributed to the Commission, maps submitted will be made available to the 
public upon request. If submitted in an electronic format, the maps may be uploaded to the 
Commission website. If you do not have the map available in an electronic format, Commission 
staff can scan it for uploading upon request. 
 
NOTE: Posting of maps on the Redistricting Commission website does not in any way imply 
endorsement or support by the Redistricting Commission. Posting is provided only as a service 
to the public to maximize access to Redistricting Commission proceedings. 
 
To submit a map for posting, please complete the information below and email to 
redistricting_2010@sandiego.gov or via U.S. Mail to: 2010 Redistricting Commission, 1010 Second 
Avenue Suite 1060, San Diego, CA 92101, ATTN: MAP SUBMITTAL. 


 
The Redistricting Commission reserves the right to make any map or other material submitted 
available to the public by means other than the Commission’s website. 
 
NOTE: UPDATED PER REQUEST 7/18/2011  


TO POST PRESENTATIONS DATED 5/19,  6/9, 6/16,  AND 6/25 
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